Review note on RSOS-181456 "Advantages of social skills for contest resolution"
INTRODUCTION
I found the structure of the introduction a little unusual, specifically with the hypothesis of the study being presented in the second paragraph! However, all the information is there to set up the study so unless the editor has a problem with this I think it's OK albeit unconventional.
Line 42: Please define 'aggressive intent'.
Line 75 and others: I think you need to be specific when you talk about 'contest costs'. Traditionally when examining assessment rules, one would inspect the relationship between contestant RHP and contest duration (as a proxy of cost) but you also explore injury here (which is very cool). I think it would be worthwhile for you to be explicit throughout the manuscript when talking about costs to make it clear to the reader specifically which proxy of cost you are referring to. METHODS Line 8: Why was the barrier replaced if the piglets were still able to mingle? Was this to prevent aggression between the sows? Line 91 and others: Be more specific about which animals. Say piglets or pigs depending on which you are referring to.
Line 100: Are pigs still classed as piglets at 8 weeks old? Please specify.
Line 117: Were pre-fight lesions the result of play-fighting between siblings or were they only present on SOC piglets? Did you look at the effect the presence of these pre-fight lesions had on contest behaviour? Could be quite interesting to see if pigs with these lesions were more or less aggressive regardless of socialisation treatment?
Line 125-126: Table 1 only gives a definition of 'mutual fighting' not 'fighting'. I find the use of fight to mean something different to contest very confusing throughout the manuscript and recommend that you are explicit about the difference between these two terms when you first being to use them. I also recommend that you are consistent with using 'mutual fight' rather than just 'fight' to avoid confusion. It also might be worth writing a brief description of how a pig fight plays out in this section so the reader understands all that comes next.
Line 138: Again be specific about what you mean when you say 'contest costs' here.
Line 150: What is 'batch'? : "… shorter contest duration was therefore due to the accumulation of nonsignificant time differences" -I don't understand this sentence.
RESULTS

Review form: Reviewer 3
Is the manuscript scientifically sound in its present form? Yes
Are the interpretations and conclusions justified by the results? Yes
Is the language acceptable? Yes
Is it clear how to access all supporting data? Yes
Do you have any ethical concerns with this paper? No
Have you any concerns about statistical analyses in this paper? No
Recommendation?
Accept with minor revision (please list in comments)
Comments to the Author(s)
This study looked at whether socialization influences the aggressive behavior of pigs. The study design is straightforward and the authors bring in tests from contest theory to see not only whether overall levels of aggression differed but also whether the way that individuals assess one another may depend on socialization. And indeed it seems that socialization affects both things, and importantly reduces contest duration and costs, which has potentially very important welfare implications. I found the study design and write-up very well done, and I only have a few minor comments related to the interpretation of the data. It's a bit difficult to tell what's going on here in terms of assessment, which the authors acknowledge, but I think the possibilities are even broader than what they discuss.
Specific comments:
Line 72: Just to be clear here, is the hypothesis that socialized pigs should show mutual assessment and other pigs should do something else (self assessment?)? Or rather that both types should do mutual assessment, but socialized pigs do it better.
Line 185: Although Table 1 is cited above when the definition of fights is brought up, it would probably help to alert the reader to the fact that all these other behaviors were also being measured, sometime in the Methods section. This result on parallel walking comes as a surprise otherwise because we wouldn't have known that was looked at.
Line 191: Which "shorter contest duration" is being referred to here? Same comment for next sentence.
Line 200: They were shorter contests, but presumably the fight is the most costly part of the contest? If they're both fighting equally often and for equal amounts of time, what does this say about differences in aggression and assessment in these species? (granted, the trend for less biting does of course suggest lower costs for socialized pigs) Line 214: Would this strategy be based on absolute winner size, or winner size relative to loser size? In the latter case, then wouldn't you also expect a negative relationship between loser size and contest duration? Did the larger pig always win?
Line 225: The results on overall contest duration are consistent with pigs being better at resolving encounters, but it's not clear if that's because of improved assessment. Isn't one interpretation of the results that the individuals were actually doing a worse job of assessing one another, assuming mutual assessment? That is, shouldn't large socialized winners, if they were good mutual assessors, been especially good at defeating their opponent, and shouldn't small socialized losers have been very good at giving up right away when facing a larger opponent? Instead, large socialized winners seemed to take an especially long time to win for some reason, which didn't happen in the control group. On behalf of the Editors, I am pleased to inform you that your Manuscript RSOS-181456 entitled "Advantages of social skills for contest resolution" has been accepted for publication in Royal Society Open Science subject to minor revision in accordance with the referee suggestions. Please find the referees' comments at the end of this email.
The reviewers and handling editors have recommended publication, but also suggest some minor revisions to your manuscript. Therefore, I invite you to respond to the comments and revise your manuscript.
• Ethics statement If your study uses humans or animals please include details of the ethical approval received, including the name of the committee that granted approval. For human studies please also detail whether informed consent was obtained. For field studies on animals please include details of all permissions, licences and/or approvals granted to carry out the fieldwork.
• Data accessibility It is a condition of publication that all supporting data are made available either as supplementary information or preferably in a suitable permanent repository. The data accessibility section should state where the article's supporting data can be accessed. This section should also include details, where possible of where to access other relevant research materials such as statistical tools, protocols, software etc can be accessed. If the data has been deposited in an external repository this section should list the database, accession number and link to the DOI for all data from the article that has been made publicly available. Data sets that have been deposited in an external repository and have a DOI should also be appropriately cited in the manuscript and included in the reference list.
If you wish to submit your supporting data or code to Dryad (http://datadryad.org/), or modify your current submission to dryad, please use the following link: http://datadryad.org/submit?journalID=RSOS&manu=RSOS-181456
• Competing interests Please declare any financial or non-financial competing interests, or state that you have no competing interests.
• Authors' contributions All submissions, other than those with a single author, must include an Authors' Contributions section which individually lists the specific contribution of each author. The list of Authors should meet all of the following criteria; 1) substantial contributions to conception and design, or acquisition of data, or analysis and interpretation of data; 2) drafting the article or revising it critically for important intellectual content; and 3) final approval of the version to be published.
All contributors who do not meet all of these criteria should be included in the acknowledgements.
We suggest the following format: AB carried out the molecular lab work, participated in data analysis, carried out sequence alignments, participated in the design of the study and drafted the manuscript; CD carried out the statistical analyses; EF collected field data; GH conceived of the study, designed the study, coordinated the study and helped draft the manuscript. All authors gave final approval for publication.
• Acknowledgements Please acknowledge anyone who contributed to the study but did not meet the authorship criteria.
• Funding statement Please list the source of funding for each author.
Please ensure you have prepared your revision in accordance with the guidance at https://royalsociety.org/journals/authors/author-guidelines/ --please note that we cannot publish your manuscript without the end statements. We have included a screenshot example of the end statements for reference. If you feel that a given heading is not relevant to your paper, please nevertheless include the heading and explicitly state that it is not relevant to your work.
Because the schedule for publication is very tight, it is a condition of publication that you submit the revised version of your manuscript before 03-May-2019. Please note that the revision deadline will expire at 00.00am on this date. If you do not think you will be able to meet this date please let me know immediately.
To revise your manuscript, log into https://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/rsos and enter your Author Centre, where you will find your manuscript title listed under "Manuscripts with Decisions". Under "Actions," click on "Create a Revision." You will be unable to make your revisions on the originally submitted version of the manuscript. Instead, revise your manuscript and upload a new version through your Author Centre.
When submitting your revised manuscript, you will be able to respond to the comments made by the referees and upload a file "Response to Referees" in "Section 6 -File Upload". You can use this to document any changes you make to the original manuscript. In order to expedite the processing of the revised manuscript, please be as specific as possible in your response to the referees. We strongly recommend uploading two versions of your revised manuscript: 1) Identifying all the changes that have been made (for instance, in coloured highlight, in bold text, or tracked changes); 2) A 'clean' version of the new manuscript that incorporates the changes made, but does not highlight them.
When uploading your revised files please make sure that you have: 1) A text file of the manuscript (tex, txt, rtf, docx or doc), references, tables (including captions) and figure captions. Do not upload a PDF as your "Main Document"; 2) A separate electronic file of each figure (EPS or print-quality PDF preferred (either format should be produced directly from original creation package), or original software format); 3) Included a 100 word media summary of your paper when requested at submission. Please ensure you have entered correct contact details (email, institution and telephone) in your user account; 4) Included the raw data to support the claims made in your paper. You can either include your data as electronic supplementary material or upload to a repository and include the relevant doi within your manuscript. Make sure it is clear in your data accessibility statement how the data can be accessed; 5) All supplementary materials accompanying an accepted article will be treated as in their final form. Note that the Royal Society will neither edit nor typeset supplementary material and it will be hosted as provided. Please ensure that the supplementary material includes the paper details where possible (authors, article title, journal name).
Supplementary files will be published alongside the paper on the journal website and posted on the online figshare repository (https://rs.figshare.com/). The heading and legend provided for each supplementary file during the submission process will be used to create the figshare page, so please ensure these are accurate and informative so that your files can be found in searches. Files on figshare will be made available approximately one week before the accompanying article so that the supplementary material can be attributed a unique DOI.
Please note that Royal Society Open Science charge article processing charges for all new submissions that are accepted for publication. Charges will also apply to papers transferred to Royal Society Open Science from other Royal Society Publishing journals, as well as papers submitted as part of our collaboration with the Royal Society of Chemistry (http://rsos.royalsocietypublishing.org/chemistry).
If your manuscript is newly submitted and subsequently accepted for publication, you will be asked to pay the article processing charge, unless you request a waiver and this is approved by General comments This is a well written and well-structured manuscript. The study has a good design, is clearly presented and the conclusions reflects the results. I have some minor specific comments and some questions related to the statistical analyses (see below). • The treatments (SOC and CON) were allocated to sows (specified in line 84 and 85), thus the analyses should be done on averages per litter (sow) and not on individual piglet level (as sow/litter is the experimental unit).
• Specify which effects in the model are fixed and which are random.
• Even though the correct way to analyses this data is on litter/sow level and not piglet level. If analyzed on piglet level (given that this is well justified in the statistical analyses section), the random effect of litter(or sow if each sow only have one litter in the experiment) should be included as a random effect in the model.
Results
Throughout the results section: Give one more decimal for SE than for the least square mean, now you give the same number of decimals for both LSM and SE.
Reviewer: 2
Comments to the Author(s) In this study, the authors test the effects of early life socialisation on contest dynamics and intensity in pigs. They hypothesise that socialised pigs will be less aggressive than non-socialised pigs due to an increased ability to assess their opponent. The authors find that socialised pigs are indeed less aggressive during fights, being able to resolve conflict in a less costly manner than non-socialised pigs. However, they find mixed evidence as to whether or not this is due to an increased assessment ability.
Overall this is a neat study with interesting results. I have only minor comments for the authors to consider before publication can be recommended. INTRODUCTION I found the structure of the introduction a little unusual, specifically with the hypothesis of the study being presented in the second paragraph! However, all the information is there to set up the study so unless the editor has a problem with this I think it's OK albeit unconventional.
Line 75 and others: I think you need to be specific when you talk about 'contest costs'. Traditionally when examining assessment rules, one would inspect the relationship between contestant RHP and contest duration (as a proxy of cost) but you also explore injury here (which is very cool). I think it would be worthwhile for you to be explicit throughout the manuscript when talking about costs to make it clear to the reader specifically which proxy of cost you are referring to.
METHODS
Line 8: Why was the barrier replaced if the piglets were still able to mingle? Was this to prevent aggression between the sows? Line 91 and others: Be more specific about which animals. Say piglets or pigs depending on which you are referring to.
RESULTS
Reviewer: 3
Comments to the Author(s) This study looked at whether socialization influences the aggressive behavior of pigs. The study design is straightforward and the authors bring in tests from contest theory to see not only whether overall levels of aggression differed but also whether the way that individuals assess one another may depend on socialization. And indeed it seems that socialization affects both things, and importantly reduces contest duration and costs, which has potentially very important welfare implications. I found the study design and write-up very well done, and I only have a few minor comments related to the interpretation of the data. It's a bit difficult to tell what's going on here in terms of assessment, which the authors acknowledge, but I think the possibilities are even broader than what they discuss.
Specific comments:
Line 225: The results on overall contest duration are consistent with pigs being better at resolving encounters, but it's not clear if that's because of improved assessment. Isn't one interpretation of the results that the individuals were actually doing a worse job of assessing one another, assuming mutual assessment? That is, shouldn't large socialized winners, if they were good mutual assessors, been especially good at defeating their opponent, and shouldn't small socialized losers have been very good at giving up right away when facing a larger opponent? Instead, large socialized winners seemed to take an especially long time to win for some reason, which didn't happen in the control group. Dear Dr Camerlink, I am pleased to inform you that your manuscript entitled "Advantages of social skills for contest resolution" is now accepted for publication in Royal Society Open Science.
You can expect to receive a proof of your article in the near future. Please contact the editorial office (openscience_proofs@royalsociety.org and openscience@royalsociety.org) to let us know if you are likely to be away from e-mail contact. Due to rapid publication and an extremely tight schedule, if comments are not received, your paper may experience a delay in publication.
Royal Society Open Science operates under a continuous publication model (http://bit.ly/cpFAQ). Your article will be published straight into the next open issue and this will be the final version of the paper. As such, it can be cited immediately by other researchers. As the issue version of your paper will be the only version to be published I would advise you to check your proofs thoroughly as changes cannot be made once the paper is published. 
